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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this paper is to determine the extent to which culture, in six European and two 

North-American countries, affects CEO compensation. If differences in culture between 

countries can provide an explanation for cross-national differences in CEO compensation, it 

may increase multinational corporations understanding of how to design CEO compensations 

in the countries where they operate. Acquiring such knowledge would maximize the effect of 

their compensation plans. The study relates cultural dimensions to total CEO compensation 

and the ratio between variable compensation and total CEO compensation.  

Cultural data, which comprises the study’s theoretical foundation, is based on the GLOBE 

study (House et al., 2004). Of the GLOBE study’s nine cultural dimensions, the study 

examines the five dimensions found most relevant to CEO compensation practices; 

performance orientation, uncertainty avoidance, institutional collectivism, future orientation 

and power distance. The research has been conducted through a regression analysis of 240, 

both private and publically listed companies. Companies with a turnover above €49 million or 

at least 250 employees were randomly chosen in Sweden, Germany, Netherlands, United 

States, Canada, France, Ireland and United Kingdom. 

The study’s results shows that the cultural dimensions examined, to different extent do affect 

CEO compensation. The results show total CEO compensation to be negatively related to 

institutional collectivism, power distance and performance orientation. Further, total CEO 

compensation is positively related to future orientation. The proportion of variable 

compensation to total CEO compensation is negatively related to institutional collectivism 

and uncertainty avoidance. The proportion of variable compensation to total CEO 

compensation is positively related with future orientation. Thus we conclude that culture can 

contribute to understand cross-national differences in CEO compensation. 

Key words: culture; CEO compensation; the GLOBE study 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Chief executive officer (CEO) compensation practices vary between both companies and 

cultures (Conyon & Schwalbach, 1997). High compensations amongst corporations in some 

countries are often contrasted with relatively low compensations in other cultures (Conyon & 

Schwalbach, 1997). Previous studies on CEO compensation practices focus in particular on 

explaining variations in compensations with economic theories such as agency theory (Bruce 

et. al., 2005; Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Gomez-Meja et. al., 2005) and tournament theory 

(Lazear & Rosen, 1981). Previous studies on CEO compensation mainly originate from, and 

focus on, the United States (Tosi & Greckhamer, 2004). The research therefore often tends to 

be dominated by the values specific to the culture in the United States (Tosi & Greckhamer, 

2004). Since culture differ between countries (House et al., 2004), more research is needed in 

order to understand how cross-cultural differences may affect CEO compensations. This will 

increase our understanding of how alternative factors such as the cultural aspect affect CEO 

compensation. It will also provide more insight into how compensation packages might differ 

between cultures.  

Culture is in this paper defined “as the basic and shared practices and values that shape 

communities to find solutions to external adaption” (Javidan, 2004:243). A culture may be 

described by a set of cultural dimensions (House et al., 2004; Hofstede, 2001). Nine cultural 

dimensions are presented in the GLOBE study (House et. al, 2004). Five of those are 

according to the theory (House et. al, 2004) and previous research (Tosi & Greckhamer, 

2004) particularly relevant with regard to explaining CEO compensations; performance 

orientation, uncertainty avoidance, institutional collectivism, future orientation and power 

distance (House et. al., 2004).  

Differences in norms and values between countries and cultures might affect the effect 

compensation practices have on the CEOs performance. Variable compensations may be an 

effective incentive in some cultures, while other cultures might prefer fixed compensation. If 

culture can provide an explanation for the cross-national differences in CEO compensation 

then it may increase multinational corporations’ understanding of how to design CEO 

compensation plans in foreign cultures and by doing so maximize the effect of those.  

The purpose of this paper is to determine if national culture, in six European and two North-

American countries, affects CEO compensation practices between countries. 
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1.1 Outline 

Theoretical framework  In the following chapters we will first of all present our theoretical 

framework, focusing on five of the nine cultural dimensions 

presented in the GLOBE study; performance orientation, 

uncertainty avoidance, power distance, future orientation and 

institutional collectivism (House et. al, 2004). Each of the five 

cultural dimensions will be followed by one or two hypotheses 

regarding its relationship to CEO compensations. Finally the 

theoretical chapter will be concluded with a summary of the 

hypotheses.  

Research method  The theoretical chapter will be followed by a methodological 

chapter where we will describe the sampling processes, and how 

data is collected. Our research method will also be presented.  

Results  In order to analyze the relationship between CEO compensation 

and culture, a multiple regression is estimated. In this chapter all 

the hypotheses are answered and the relationship between different 

cultural variables and dimensions of CEO compensation are 

presented.  

Discussion In this chapter the regression results are analyzed further using the 

theoretical framework in relation to the regression results. 

Alternative explanations are also presented in those cases where 

the result does not concur with our hypotheses.  

Conclusions In this chapter we present the major findings and conclusions 

drawn from our research. Suggestions for future research and 

limitations of our findings are also presented. 
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2. A CULTURAL PERSPECTIVE ON CEO COMPENSATION 

The cultural aspect is often ignored when researchers are to examine factors affecting CEO 

compensation, and much of the existing research on the field tends to reflect an agency-like 

situation (Bruce et al., 2005; Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Gomez-Meja et al., 2005). The reason 

is that many economic scholars focus on how CEO compensation relates to firm performance 

in a particular country (Tosi & Greckhamer, 2004). Previous research on CEO 

compensations, based on agency theory (Bruce et al., 2005; Jensen & Meckling, 1976; 

Gomez-Meja et al., 2005) and tournament theory (Lazear & Rosen, 1981) has not been able to 

predict CEO compensations (Gomez-Meja et al., 2005). CEO compensations must therefore 

be explained differently by using other alternative theories (Bruce et al., 2005) such as 

cultural theory (Tosi & Greckhamer, 2004).  

Cultural differences in values, attitudes and behaviors among companies operating in different 

countries are shown to have an impact on business activities (Adler & Gundersen, 2008; 

Hofstede 2001; House et al., 2004; Leung et al., 2005; Tosi & Greckhamer, 2004).  This may 

be explained by the fact that organizations are embedded in the society in which they exist 

(Chui et al., 2002). These societies have developed deep rooted values, attitudes and 

behaviors among its members (Early & Erez, 1997) and have established a national culture 

(Tosi & Greckhamer, 2004). People do to some extent adapt, but hold onto their local identity 

which is shaped by their national culture (Adler & Gundersen, 2008).  

A deep rooted culture may shape how people expect companies to be managed(Hofstede, 

2001). It may also affect how compensation plans are designed (Earley & Erez, 1997). Values 

and norms may therefore have an effect on the CEO compensation structure in a company 

(Bloch and Parry, 1989; Bruce et. al. 2005; Gomez-Meja et al. 2005). This further highlights 

the importance of understanding the cultural dimensions and their ability to explain 

differences in CEO compensation. Even though one might argue that culture affects CEO 

compensation, it is of importance to understand which cultural dimensions that have a 

significant effect on the CEO compensation arrangements. 

The cultural differences that a company will meet when operating in several countries 

simultaneously can cause problems for the management of the multinational corporation 

(Hofstede 2001).  For a global company to operate effectively across different cultural 
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borders, local adaptations to the employees’ needs and preferences are as important as 

adaptation to customers’ needs (Leung et al., 2005).  

Managing an organization requires an understanding of the internal as well as the external 

environment in order to structure the organization to fit the employees (Kanungo & Jaeger, 

1990). Understanding the relationship between national culture and CEO compensation 

strategies is therefore important for all multinational corporations in order to design effective 

CEO compensation programs that fit the company’s highest executive; the CEO. 

 

2.1  The dimensions of national culture  

In the comprehensive GLOBE study by House et al. (2004) it is stated that a culture may be 

divided into nine cultural dimensions. Of those dimensions, five are particularly relevant as 

regards CEO compensation; performance orientation, uncertainty avoidance, institutional 

collectivism, future orientation and power distance.  

 

2.1.1  Performance orientation 

Performance orientation may be defined as “the degree to which an organization or society 

encourages and rewards group members for performance improvement and excellence” 

(House et al., 2004:13). High performance oriented cultures value results, are future oriented 

and focus on competition between individuals (Javidan, 2004). Performance oriented 

individuals have a need and desire for achievements, and always strive for improvements 

(Javidan, 2004).  

Performance orientation is to a large degree related to the economic health of a culture 

(Javidan, 2004). High performance oriented societies encourage individual competiveness and 

facilitate prosperity (Javidan, 2004). Performance oriented societies tend to value individuals 

who perform and produce results more highly than others (Trompenaars, 1993). Thus, we 

expect that by striving for results CEOs in such cultures may also be more likely to expect 

compensation in accordance to their performance.  

In contrast, in low performance oriented societies emphasis is placed on societal and family 

relationships rather than on work performance (Javidan, 2004; Schwarts, 1999). Thus we 
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expect that the total compensation base of such cultures may be more evenly distributed in the 

society, and as an effect total CEO compensation to be lower.  

Since performance orientation is related to economic health, high performance oriented 

societies enjoy higher economic prosperity in contrast to low performance oriented societies 

(Javidan 2004). Individuals in high performance oriented societies are also triggered and 

motivated to focus on results and economic prosperity, hence the following hypothesis 

regarding total CEO compensation is stated: 

HYPOTHESIS 1: Total CEO compensation is positively related to performance 

orientation. 

Performance oriented societies also tend to value individuals who perform and produce results 

more highly than others which may indicate that high performance oriented societies 

compensate high performing CEOs in accordance to the result they produce. Therefore, we 

hypothesize the following: 

HYPOTHESIS 2: The proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation 

is positively related to performance orientation. 

 

2.1.2  Uncertainty avoidance 

The tolerance for uncertainty varies across societies in different countries (Hofstede, 2001, de 

Lugue & Javidan 2004). Hofstede, (2001:145) defined uncertainty avoidance in terms of 

“how individuals in a society accepted uncertainty in their life”. The concept of uncertainty 

avoidance have later been developed (de Lugue & Javidan, 2004) and uncertainty avoidance 

may be defined as “the extent to which individuals within a society or an organization strive 

to avoid uncertainty by relying on social norms, rituals and practices” (de Lugue & Javidan, 

2004:607).  

Societies characterized by a low level of uncertainty avoidance have a tolerance for ambiguity 

(de Lugue & Javidan, 2004; Shane, 1993), whereas in societies scoring high on uncertainty 

avoidance, the fear of failure is high and thus people in these societies are less risk-taking (de 

Lugue & Javidan, 2004). Thus one may expect individuals in cultures scoring low on 

uncertainty avoidance to prefer compensation practices that promote and potentially also 
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reward risk-taking. The opposite might be expected from individuals in high level uncertainty 

avoiding cultures. 

In societies with a high degree of uncertainty avoidance, people feel uncomfortable in 

unstructured or risky situations (Schuler & Rogovsky, 1998) and try to decrease the 

probability of unpredictable future events (House et al., 2004). A higher degree of risk-taking 

is found in societies in which uncertainty avoidance is low. People in lower level uncertainty 

avoiding societies are more willing to take risks and can tolerate ambiguity and handle 

unpredictable situations (Schuler & Rogovsky, 1998; Hofstede, 2001). In these societies a 

stronger ambition for individual advancement is identified, in contrast to high level 

uncertainty avoiding cultures (Hofstede, 2001). 

Low level uncertainty avoiding cultures’ ambition for individual advancement and desire to 

take risks (Schuler & Rogovsky, 1998; Hofstede, 2001) might be reflected in the level of 

performance risk that is present in the CEO compensation plan. One may argue that variable 

CEO compensation is a way for the company to transfer the company’s performance risk onto 

the CEO, thus we hypothesize the following: 

HYPOTHESIS 3: The proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation 

is negatively related to uncertainty avoidance. 

 

2.1.3 Institutional Collectivism 

Institutional collectivism refers to whether individual or collective behavior is preferred and 

encouraged in a society (Hofstede, 2001; Gelfand et al., 2004). In individualistically oriented 

cultures people are independent and believe that they are hired in an organization due to their 

special skills and abilities, rather than their network or social background (Hofstede, 2001; 

Gelfand et al., 2004; Oyserman, 2006). In cultures dominated by individualism people expect 

their employer to meet their goals and expectations (Hofstede, 2001), concerning for example 

compensation programs and promotions.  

Compensations and promotions are in an individualistic culture tied to the individual and 

based on his/her performance and contribution to the organization. The organizations are 

aware of the need to compensate employees on the basis of their capabilities and performance. 
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Otherwise, if the employee’s needs and goals will be better served elsewhere, the employee 

will be open to leave the current organization. (Gelfand et al., 2004) 

Members of institutional collectivistic cultures on the other hand see themselves as pieces in 

the puzzle of the society and the organization in which they are working within (Oyserman, 

2006). Long-term relationships and loyalty towards others are more important than fulfilling 

own personal needs (Gelfand et al., 2004; Oyserman, 2006). In an institutional collectivistic 

culture people are willing to make personal sacrifices in their goals and desires in order to 

fulfill obligations toward others in the organization (Gelfand et al., 2004). People in an 

institutional collectivistic culture expect other people for whom they have made personal 

sacrifices to do the same for them (Gelfand et al., 2004). Since everyone in an institutional 

collectivistic culture are working for the good of the company and the co-workers, one may 

argue that the total compensation in such a company may be more evenly distributed than in 

an individualistic culture. Thus, we state the following hypothesis:  

HYPOTHESIS 4: The total CEO compensation is negatively related to institutional 

collectivism. 

In cultures dominated by institutional collectivism, compensations are structured to benefit all 

members in a group rather than to benefit the individual. Individualistic societies on the other 

hand tend to emphasize individualistic compensations (Gelfand et al., 2004). Thus, in 

societies dominated by individualism, achievement of personal goals is preferred to 

collectivistic achievements. In cultures dominated by individualism, compensation is tied to 

individual performance, whereas in institutional collectivistic cultures compensations that 

benefit all members are not only preferred, but also encouraged. (Gelfand et al., 2004) 

HYPOTHESIS 5: The proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation 

is negatively related to institutional collectivism. 

 

2.1.4 Future Orientation 

Earlier studies (Hofstede, 2001; Trompenaars, 1993; Bluedorn, 2001) on future orientation 

have emphasized the importance of future orientation in organizations. Ashkanasy et al. 

(2004) have widened the subject of future orientation to include also societies. They define 

future orientation as “the degree to which individuals in organizations or societies engage in 
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future-oriented behaviors such as planning, investing in the future and delaying individual or 

collective gratification” (Ashkanasy et al., 2004:285).  Thus, the GLOBE study (2004) 

appears to clearly identify future orientation as a societal cross-cultural dimension within a 

comprehensive theoretical framework (Ashkanasy et al., 2004). Future oriented societies tend 

to focus on investments, planning and development for the future in the belief that their 

actions will influence their future and reduce ambiguity (Ashkanasy, et al., 2004; Hofstede, 

2001). Hence, in societies with a high degree of future orientation, actions are often assessed 

on the basis of their impact on the future (Hofstede, 2001).  

In contrast, people living in cultures characterized by a low level of future orientation tend not 

to plan for the future. They are often unwilling to realize warning signals in their behavior 

that will affect the future goals negatively (Ashkanasy et al., 2004). As a result, future-

oriented societies and organizations are associated with better performance and economic 

success (Ashkanasy et al., 2004). This is also supported by a study of Lim and Seers (1993). 

The study based on manufacturing organizations within the United States concludes that 

future orientation is a positive predictor of organizational performance (Lim & Seers, 1993).  

According to Ashkanasy et al. (2004) and Lim & Seers (1993) the financial performance of an 

organization is positively related to the degree of future orientation. The variable 

compensation of a CEO is often related to the organization’s financial performance. The fixed 

CEO compensation is often based upon the organization’s previous financial performance. 

Since CEO compensation often is based upon the company’s financial performance we state 

the following hypothesis concerning the relationship between future orientation and total 

CEO compensation: 

 HYPOTHESIS 6: Total CEO compensation is positively related to future orientation. 

People in organizations with high future orientation tend to have a preference for more stable, 

fixed compensation rather than variable compensation (Hofstede, 2001). This leads to the 

following hypothesis:  

HYPOTHESIS 7: The proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation 

is negatively related to future orientation. 
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2.1.5  Power distance 

Power distance was initially a theory explaining the unequal distribution of authority between 

powerful and less powerful individuals within a society (Mulder et al., 1973). The theory of 

power distance has later been developed (Hofstede, 2001; Schwartz, 1999) and Carl et al. 

(2004) describes power distance as “a measurement of the degree to which people within an 

organization or society can expect and agree to an unequal sharing of power” (Carl et al., 

2004:517). 

High level power distance cultures are characterized by class distinctions and individuals do 

not expect to be able to climb the hierarchy (Carl et al., 2004). There are a few individuals 

controlling most of the essential resources in societies characterized by a strong power 

distance culture (Carl et al., 2004). The power is seen as providing stability to the society 

(Schwartz, 1999). In conservative cultures with a strong hierarchical structure, managers often 

try to generate high personal growth (Schwartz, 1999). Resource coordination may be needed 

in those cultures since only a few individuals have access to the essential resources, but the 

inequality is usually accepted by the general public (Schwartz, 1999)  

In cultures with a low degree of power distance the ratio of middle class is often large and 

individuals expect to be able to climb in both class and job ranking (Carl et al., 2004). 

Cultures with low level power distance have an ambition to work hard to get a job promotion 

and there is substantial competition for the promotions (Carl et al., 2004). Studies in this area 

show that job changes (Kosteas, 2008) and internal promotions (McCue, 1992) result in wage 

increases. The argument above also concurs with the tournament theory which suggests that 

competition increases wages. According to Lazear & Rosen (1981) an organization could be 

seen as a tournament, where all people compete against each other, with the same chance of 

winning. The reward is the position and a compensation which corresponds to the promotion. 

This award will motivate the employees to work hard in order to achieve a promotion (Lazear 

& Rosen, 1981). 

Previous research has demonstrated that individuals in low level power distance cultures have 

an ambition for job promotions (Carl et al., 2004). This may result in wage increases 

(Kosteas, 2008; McCue, 1992; Lazear & Rosen, 1981).  As a result of the above statements 

we hypothesize the following:  

 HYPOTHESIS 8: Total CEO compensation is negatively related to power distance.  
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On the other hand, high level power distance cultures are characterized by centralized 

resources in the hands of only a few individuals (Carl et al., 2004). This may lead one to 

concur with the arguments of Tosi & Greckhamer (2004), who claim that such cultures should 

tend to have higher CEO compensations. The CEO at the top of the organization might 

benefit from his/her position and the unequal resource distribution in the society; hence we 

state the following hypothesis: 

 HYPOTHESIS 9: Total CEO compensation is positively related to power distance. 

 

2.2  Hypothesis summary 

The following table contains a summary of the hypothesis stated in the theoretical chapter.  

  

Performance 

Orientation 

Uncertainty 

Avoidance 

Institutional 

Collectivism 

Future 

Orientation 

Power 

Distance 

Power 

Distance 

TC* H1:Positive   H4:Negative H6:Positive H8:Negative H9:Positive 

VC/TC** H2:Positive H3:Negative H5:Negative H7:Negative     

*Total CEO compensation, **The proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation 
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3. RESEARCH METHOD 

3.1  Sample  

We defined all private and publicly listed firms in the world with turnover above € 49 million 

or more than 249 employees as our population (European Commission, 2010). The population 

was divided into 8 subgroups, called strata, for each of the countries chosen; Sweden, France, 

Ireland, United Kingdom, Germany, Netherlands, Canada and United States. The country 

selection was confined to the accessibility of CEO compensation data in a sufficient number 

of companies’ annual reports in the respective countries. The selection was also restrained to 

the availability of cultural scores in the GLOBE study (House et al., 2004). A sample of 30 

firms was then randomly selected from each of the 8 strata; hence our data set comprises a 

total of 240 observations (Appendix 1). Stratified sampling has in some cases the advantage 

over simple random or systematic random sampling in more accurately mirroring the different 

characteristics of the population (Lind et al., 2005). In this paper the characteristics reflect the 

cultural aspects together with the control variables.  

There were several conditions regarding which companies to include in each sample. First and 

foremost, the headquarters of all the 30 companies chosen in each country had to be located in 

the specific country. If the company originated from i.e. Ireland but was headquartered in 

Dubai this might lead to a biased wage structure reflecting the practices of United Arab 

Emirates rather than Ireland. Second, all companies chosen had to disburse a short-term 

variable compensation to the CEO, which enabled us to properly measure the proportion of 

variable compensation to total CEO compensation. If firms with zero variable compensation 

were to be included in the data set, these observations would appear as values inconsistent 

with the rest of the data, and hence be removed either way. 

The industrial makeup of the data set of 240 firms was 48.3% manufacturing; 7.1% sales; 

28.7% financial services; and 15.8% services. Further 84.5% of the data set was multinational 

corporations. 
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3.2 Data collection 

The data on CEO compensation, fixed salary, bonus, and benefits, was gathered by the 

authors through searching companies’ annual reports for the year 2005. An advantage with 

analyzing data descending from annual reports is that according to the law in many countries, 

the reports must be scrutinized by a statutory auditor. Dealing with such quantitative data left 

little room for subjectivity and increased the reliability of this study.  

We chose the year 2005 because of normality reasons; with the “I.T. bubble” well behind us, 

ending year 2000 (Koller, 2010), and before the financial crisis which commenced year 2008 

(Cogman & Dobbs, 2008). Year 2005 was therefore considered by the authors to represent a 

normal year. By choosing this year we avoided a possible bias in our regression results as 

abnormal years during crises often involve abnormal CEO compensations. The fluctuation in 

CEO compensations might differ in strength between countries depending on the epicenter of 

the crisis together with several economic factors in each country.  

We carefully gathered data from the annual reports by controlling each figure twice after they 

were collected, to avoid writing mistakes and to ensure that the data was collected from the 

correct person and item. There were several factors to be aware of when gathering CEO 

compensation data from annual reports. In some cases the CEO had retired or been dismissed 

during 2005. In such cases we summarized the different compensation components of the 

former CEO with the compensation components of the successor, i.e. the fixed compensation 

of the former with the fixed compensation of the successor etc.  

Regarding the short-term variable CEO compensation, some companies chose to report the 

payment in the annual report for year 2005 simply because it was disbursed during the year 

2005. Despite that the compensation actually descended from the performance of year 2004. 

In such cases we collected the short-term variable CEO compensation from the annual report 

of year 2006. General practice was that companies reported the short-term variable CEO 

compensation for the work performed in 2005. In such cases they tended to give a remark that 

the compensation was paid in the year following the financial year in respect of which it was 

earned. Certain companies ended their current recording differently during 2005, e.g. if a 

company ended the current recording on the 31
th

 of March 2005 we decided to collect the data 

from the annual report of 2006 instead. 



17 

3.3  Dependent Variables 

Regarding the choice of executive employee to investigate, we chose the CEO since he/she is 

the one primarily responsible for the company’s operations. The CEO is also most often the 

highest paid executive and the one delegated most responsibility as concerns the operations. 

We therefore reasoned that the CEO reflects the transfer of risk from the shareholders better 

than a lower management employee.  

We operationalized the dependent variables as follows: 

(1) Total CEO Compensation (TC): CEO’s total compensation is defined as the sum of fixed 

salary, bonus, and benefits. Bonus reflects the short-term incentives given to the CEO, and 

often relates to the annual performance of the executive. Benefits may differ between both 

companies and countries, and might include one or more of the following components; health 

coverage, transportation benefits, discounted hotels, use of company car, benefits arising from 

loans made at preferential interest rates etc.  

(2) The Proportion of Variable Compensation to Total CEO Compensation (VC/TC): The 

proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation is in this study defined as the 

sum of bonus to total compensation; hence we excluded pensions and more long-term 

variable compensation such as stock options. The variable is intended to measure the extent of 

which performance risk is transferred to the CEO. According to Tosi et al. (2000) the 

proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation ought to reflect the transfer 

of performance risk to the CEO.  

We were aware of the fact that the total compensation definition was not complete, which 

might imply a disadvantage because different components of the CEO’s compensation were 

overlooked, e.g. stocks, options and pension. The study by Jarque (2008) also demonstrated 

that the proportion of stock options to total CEO compensation has increased more than any 

other compensation component in the United States. If this is a trend confined to the United 

States, or the Anglo-Saxon cultural cluster, this might of course lead to bias in our results. 

The reasoning behind the exclusion of these compensation components was due to the lack of 

such information amongst companies in certain countries. Stock options are also long-term 

incentives which make it difficult to calculate the value of such compensation in the range of 

1 year.    
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The decision of whether or not to include benefits as part of our total CEO compensation 

variable was a rather complicated issue, because it will probably distort our results either way. 

If not included, the total CEO compensation will be undervalued in countries with relative 

higher average benefits compared to other countries and vice versa. Further it may be 

reasonable to argue that the size of benefits might affect the size of the bonus paid. It might be 

that the bonus would tend to be higher if benefits are rather diminutive and vice versa. If 

included, benefits will distort the results because of the fact that the practices and structure of 

the benefit package differ between countries. We chose to include benefits in the estimate of 

total CEO compensation because we believed the results would be more biased if not 

included. Jarque (2008) demonstrated that annual salaries, which include fixed salary and 

bonus, increased slightly during the period between 1989 and 2007 in the United States. In 

contrast, the proportion of fixed salary and bonus to total CEO compensation decreased 

during the same period. This supported the decision to include benefits as part of our 

dependent variables.  

Price levels and exchange rates differ between countries and must be accounted for in the 

estimation of our dependent variables. Purchasing power parities are the rates of currency 

exchange which eliminate the differences in price levels between countries (OECD, 2010a). 

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) purchasing power 

parity figures are given in national currency units per USD (OECD, 2010a). Originally the 

compensation figures gathered from the annual reports were mainly expressed in national 

currency. We then adjusted for differences in purchasing power parities between countries by 

dividing the local currency figures for fixed salary and bonus with the purchasing power 

parity for each country. Some companies reported the compensation figures in currencies 

other than their local currency, and in such cases we used the annual average exchange rates 

from OECD (2010a). 

 

3.4 Independent Variables 

The independent variables are the value scores for five dimensions of national culture for each 

country (Appendix 3), reported by House et al. (2004). The GLOBE study describes how 62 

societies score on nine dimensions of culture. The GLOBE study is based on interviews, 

group discussions and responses from questionnaires with 17 300 managers from 951 
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organizations in 62 societies worldwide (House et al., 2004). The nine cultural dimensions 

are; performance orientation, uncertainty avoidance, future orientation, power distance, 

institutional collectivism, in-group collectivism, human orientation, assertiveness and gender 

egalitarianism. (House et al., 2004) Of those, this study is focused on the first five of the 

above mentioned cultural dimensions.  

The selection was performed through choosing the cultural dimensions, which according to 

theory (House et al., 2004) and previous research (Tosi & Greckhamer., 2004) were the most 

logically connected to CEO compensation. Further we chose the “as is” scores (House et al., 

2004) which show the actual values that are practiced in a society. In contrast, the “should be” 

scores (House et al., 2004) signify the values in which a society believes to possess. 

The GLOBE study is a ten years of research project in the subject of cross-culture. The 

study’s purpose was to develop an outline of cultural dimensions in different societies 

worldwide. Its aim was to contribute with knowledge to help individuals from different 

cultures to understand each other when interacting. (House et al., 2004) 

 

3.5 Control Variables 

(1) Company Size: An extensive number of researchers have demonstrated a significantly 

positive relationship between firm size and both total and variable CEO compensation (Boyd, 

1994; Sanders & Carpenter, 1998; Finkelstein & Boyd, 1998; Tosi et al., 2000). Boyd (1994) 

reported a correlation of 0.62, Finkelstein & Boyd (1998) 0.50, Sanders & Carpenter (1998) 

0.42, and Tosi et al. (2000) 0.64. Although the correlation is somewhat inconsistent across 

studies (Tosi et al., 2000), there is a mutual concurrence amongst researchers that firm size is 

significantly related to CEO compensation. The relationship has changed considerably 

throughout history, from falling in the 1970s to rising in the 1980s (Guy, 2005). A relatively 

recent meta-analysis by Tosi et al. (2000) found that firm size accounts for more than 40 

percent of the variation in total CEO pay. Zhou (2000) found for Canadian firms that a 1 

percent increase in firm size generated an increase in CEO cash compensation of 0.25 percent, 

and posits that the elasticity is surprisingly similar to previous studies from the United 

Kingdom, United States and Japan.  
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Whether firm size is measured as number of employees, sales or assets are of diminutive 

importance (Guy, 2005). We chose to operationalize firm size by taking the logarithm of 

number of employees, to adjust for the fact that CEO compensation does not increase 

proportionally with the number of employees. Hence, the first and the last employee do not 

generate an equal percentage increase in CEO compensation. One disadvantage with using the 

number of employees in this context is principally that certain companies, such as investment 

firms, often have few employees despite a high market capitalization.  

(2) Marginal Tax Rates (MTR): Marginal tax rates are according to previous research 

negatively related to compensation (Feldstein, 1995; Long 1999; Ke, 2001; Tosi & 

Greckhamer, 2004). The marginal tax rates of the different countries examined in this study 

were therefore included as a control variable. The data on top marginal income tax rates for 

employees is gathered from OECD (2010b) and we chose the “all-in” alternative because it 

comprises all taxes, including social security contributions.   

 (3) Multinational Corporations (MNC): According to Teece (1985) a multinational 

corporation is ”a firm that controls and manages production establishments in at least two 

countries” (Teece, 1985:233). We chose to follow the definition of Teece (1985) to decide 

whether or not a firm should be classified as a multinational corporation. The variable was 

included to control for potential differences between multinational corporations and national 

firms in affecting CEO compensation, and in order to exclude its possible effects on the 

variation in the dependent variables. The variable is a qualitative independent variable which 

was implemented as a dummy variable in the regression. It takes one of the following values; 

Xk = 0 (no) or Xk = 1 (yes).  

 

3.6 Regression and Data Analysis 

The objective of this study is to investigate whether or not culture could explain some of the 

variation in CEO compensation between countries. Explaining the variation in CEO 

compensation between countries is complex and as we earlier argued in the method section it 

has been theoretically and empirically demonstrated that several factors affect the variation in 

CEO compensation. Since the chosen cultural variables together with the control variables are 

expected to affect the two dependent variables respectively, we considered a multiple 

regression analysis as the most appropriate to use. Andersson et al. (1994) affirms that social 
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studies often are complex and require more comprehensive analysis like a multiple regression. 

The regression model uses least squares method to approximate a linear relationship between 

the observations, which enabled us to draw inference about the hypothesized relationships.  

There are several assumptions underlying a multiple regression, and if not fully met the 

results will be biased and with the consequence of incorrect conclusions being made (Lind et 

al., 2005). As regards total CEO compensation, a histogram of the residuals demonstrated that 

they were negatively skewed, and the normal probability plot indicated a non-linear 

relationship. Further we plotted the residuals versus the predicted values of the total CEO 

compensation variable which demonstrated a relationship between the residuals and the 

predicted values. To solve these problems we chose to transform the dependent variable by 

calculating the logarithm of the total CEO compensation (LOGTC). After the transformation 

the residuals versus the predicted values looked like a random array of dots evenly dispersed 

around zero. In addition none of the residuals for each of the variables displayed an absolute 

value greater than 3, and only 0.4% above an absolute value of 2.58. According to (Field, 

2005) the level of error within the models is therefore acceptable; the models should fit the 

data well.  

In the models with the proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation as the 

dependent variable the histogram showed a symmetric distribution of the residuals as well as 

no relationship between the residuals and the predicted values. We also plotted the residuals 

against each of the independent variables included to check for complex conditional nonlinear 

relationship for one of the independent variables. No pattern of relationships appeared; which 

allows us to indicate that the models have been correctly specified (Newbold et al., 2003).   

The least squares method makes the results sensitive to outliers, and in accordance with 

Tabachnik & Fidell, (2001) we chose to exclude observations or outliers which diverged with 

more than 3 standard deviations from the average. A total of three observations were removed 

from model 1-3, and two observations were removed from model 4 and 5. The outliers were 

controlled for errors in measurements before being excluded. After the logarithmic 

transformation of total CEO compensation and number of employees, together with the 

removal of outliers, a skewness analysis indicated that the variables became approximately 

normally distributed.  
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If two independent variables showed signs of multicollinearity we chose to exclude one of 

them, since it would be difficult to separate the effect of each variable on our two dependent 

variables if both were included simultaneously. In accordance with Lind et al. (2005) we 

chose to exclude one of the variables if the correlation between them were less than -.70 or 

higher than .70. A correlation matrix showed that uncertainty avoidance/marginal tax rates 

(.80) and future orientation/power distance (-.78) violated the recommendations of Lind et al. 

(2005). To safeguard against multicollinearity problems we decided to estimate two multiple 

regressions regarding total CEO compensation; one with future orientation included in the 

model and another with power distance. In model 5 we chose to exclude the marginal tax 

rates variable because of multicollinearity. We also tested a similar model where we included 

marginal tax rates but excluded uncertainty avoidance, and the variable was not significant. 

After the actions above were taken, we controlled for variance inflation factor (VIF) above 10 

(Myers, 1990), and tolerance values below .2 (Menard, 1995), and found that all models 

fulfilled the recommendations. 

The multiple regressions were estimated with SPSS, and we used a backward elimination 

method in estimating the models. As might be noticed, the MNC variable did not contribute to 

any of our models, and the results originated from the last but one step from the final model in 

the backward elimination method. Thus it did not affect the results of the remainder of the 

independent variables. 
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4. RESULTS 

Correlations, means, standard deviations are shown in Table 1. Table 2 reports the 

coefficients of our multiple regression analysis together with the significance of each 

independent and control variable. An adjusted R-square of greater than 45% was obtained in 

all models with total CEO compensation as the dependent variable. Corresponding 

percentages for the models with the proportion of variable compensation to total CEO 

compensation as dependent variable were 18% and 32% respectively. 

Total CEO Compensation (TC): Total CEO compensation is negatively related to 

performance orientation (p < 0.01) (Hypothesis 1), institutional collectivism (p < 0.001) 

(Hypothesis 4) and power distance (p < 0.001) (Hypothesis 8). The negative relationship with 

power distance allows us to reject hypothesis 9, and hence accept hypothesis 8. Concerning 

performance orientation we expected to find a positive relationship with total CEO 

compensation but found a negative relation to total CEO compensation. We will however in 

the discussion part provide possible justifications for why performance orientation might be 

negatively related to total CEO compensation. Further total CEO compensation is as expected 

positively related to future orientation (p < 0.01) (Hypothesis 6). 

The Proportion of Variable Compensation to Total CEO Compensation (VC/TC): The 

proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation is negatively related to 

uncertainty avoidance (p < 0.001) (Hypothesis 3) and institutional collectivism (p < 0.001) 

(Hypothesis 5). The proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation is on the 

other hand in accordance with our expectations positively related to future orientation (p < 

0.01) (Hypothesis 7). We did not find the expected positive relationship between the 

proportion of total CEO compensation and performance orientation (Hypothesis 2).  

Control Variables: As expected our results indicate a negative relationship between marginal 

tax rates and total CEO compensation (p < 0.001) as well as the proportion of variable 

compensation to total CEO compensation (p < 0.01). Further the results show a positive 

relationship between the number of employees and our two dependent variables (p < 0.001), 

also in accordance with previous research. The variable representing multinational companies 

was not significant in either of the models. 
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4.1 Result summary 

The results from the regression analysis are summarized in the table below. 

  

Performance 

Orientation 

Uncertainty 

Avoidance 

Institutional 

Collectivism 

Future 

Orientation 

Power 

Distance 

Power 

Distance 

TC* 
H1:Positive 

Not supported  
  

H4:Negative 

Supported 

H6:Positive 

Supported 

H8:Negative 

Supported 

H9:Positive 

Not supported 

VC/TC** 
H2:Positive:  

Not supported 

H3:Negative 

Supported 

H5:Negative 

Supported 

H7:Negative 

Not supported 
    

*Total CEO compensation, **The proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation 
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5. DISCUSSION 

5.1  Performance orientation 

In contrast to hypothesis 1 the regression result indicates a significant (p < 0.01) negative 

relation between performance orientation and total CEO compensation. It also shows, in 

contrast to what was hypothesized, a non-significant relation between performance orientation 

and the proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation. The answer might 

lie in the fact that performance orientation is significantly negatively correlated with both 

marginal tax rates (-0.45, p < 0.001) and institutional collectivism (-0.68, p < 0.001). The 

result should therefore be interpreted cautiously.  

Performance oriented societies are often economically wealthy and successful (Javidan, 2004) 

thus we expected a positive relationship between performance orientation and total CEO 

compensation. On the other hand, the wealth of the societies might actually explain the 

negative relationship. There exists research which indicates that economic inequality reduces 

and obstructs economic growth (Odedokun & Round, 2004). If this is the case then income 

equality should increase the growth. Since performance oriented cultures are associated with 

economic wealth and success (Javidan, 2004), this may lead one to argue that performance 

oriented societies are successful partly due to their equal income distribution. If performance 

oriented societies have a more equal income distribution it is easy to argue that the total CEO 

compensation may be expected to be lower than in low performance oriented cultures. The 

total compensation base of the companies in such cultures may also be more evenly 

distributed among the employees, making the CEO compensation potentially lower. Further, 

with the exception of United States, the Gini coefficients (OECD, 2010c) demonstrate an 

equal income distribution in each and one of the countries examined in this study. This 

strengthens the argument that income equality may explain the negative relationship between 

performance orientation and total CEO compensation. 

In contradiction with hypothesis 2 we found a non-significant relation between performance 

orientation and the proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation. This may 

be explained by the fact that performance orientation does not always equal performance 

being delivered. Countries may be performance oriented but may at the same time not deliver 

outstanding results even though a majority of performance oriented societies are economically 

wealthy and successful. This contradiction may generate this non-significant result. 
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5.2 Uncertainty avoidance 

We expected a negative relationship between the proportion of variable compensation to total 

CEO compensation and uncertainty avoidance (Hypothesis 3). This was confirmed by our 

regression analysis which shows a significant (p < 0.001) negative relation. 

Individuals in low level uncertainty avoiding cultures have a desire for individual 

advancement and economic success. They are willing to take risks in order to achieve those 

goals and desires (Hofstede, 2001; Schuler & Rogovsky, 1998). Taking a performance risk as 

described above also entitles a possible compensation for the risk taken (Hofstede, 2001) by, 

in this case, the CEO. This theoretical standpoint may explain the result found in our 

regression analysis. In cultures characterized by low level uncertainty avoidance you may 

argue that the CEO is willing to take a larger risk in regarding his/her compensation and 

therefore prefers a higher possible variable compensation. The size of the possible variable 

compensation will in this case be a measurement of his/her individual achievement in terms of 

the economic success he/she has generated through his/her leadership.  

Since incentive programs are based upon performance and may be a way of transferring risk 

from the company to the employee one may argue that low uncertainty avoiding cultures will 

promote higher variable pay. Thus, it is clear that a low level uncertainty avoidance culture 

promotes variable compensation which in turn affects the proportion of variable 

compensation to total CEO compensation. This shows that the degree of uncertainty 

avoidance in a culture has an impact on how compensation systems are designed. 

 

5.3 Institutional collectivism  

The results from the regression analysis confirmed hypothesis 4 and show that institutional 

collectivism has a significant (p < 0.001) negative relation with total CEO compensation. 

With higher degree of institutional collectivism the total CEO compensation will decrease. 

This is an expected result, since individuals, in cultures characterized by institutional 

collectivism, will tend to look for the group’s wellbeing before their own (Gelfand, 2004). 

They will make personal sacrifices for the group, which affects the size of their compensation. 

One may therefore conclude that the degree of institutional collectivism affects the total CEO 

compensation, since the total salary base of the economy will be more equally divided in an 
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institutional collectivistic culture than in a culture with a lower degree of institutional 

collectivism.  

Individuals in institutional collectivistic cultures are not as confident in their own capabilities 

and skills, as people in more individualistic cultures (Gelfand et al., 2004; Oyserman, 2006). 

This may probably affect the size of the compensation, since CEOs in cultures with high 

institutional collectivism therefore will argue less for their own value and for deserving higher 

compensations. Instead the compensations will be divided more equally among the employees 

in companies within such cultures. This further explains the negative relationship found 

between institutional collectivism and total CEO compensation. 

The ratio of variable compensation to total CEO compensation and institutional collectivism 

was expected to have, and also showed, a significant (p < 0.001) negative relation 

(Hypothesis 5). This may be explained by the fact that cultures in which institutional 

collectivism is high, extrinsic rewards will not be longed for, since the well-being of the 

group is preferred over personal satisfaction (Gelfand et al., 2004). Individuals work together 

and see the organization as a team (Oyserman, 2006) and one may therefore argue that these 

individuals will not claim a greater piece of the total salary base due to their specific 

performance. Instead they work as a group producing results enjoyed by the group and not the 

individual. Thus, we argue that in a collectivistic culture the members, including the CEO, 

will be motivated by intrinsic rewards such as feeling good with themselves for what they 

have contributed with, rather than being motivated by extrinsic rewards such as a monetary 

bonuses. 

 

5.4  Future orientation 

The regression analysis shows, as hypothesis 6 suggested, a significant (p < 0.01) relationship 

between the total CEO compensation and future orientation. According to the theory future 

oriented cultures are often characterized by good financial performance (Ashkanasy et al., 

2004; Lim & Seers, 1993). The positive relationship between total CEO compensation and 

future orientation may therefore be explained by the fact that firms in future oriented cultures 

plan for the future and believe in their ability to perform. Firms in such cultures may therefore 

be strong in handling market changes and act proactively. This may lead firms with a higher 

degree of future orientation to financially perform better than less future oriented firms. CEO 
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compensations are always to some degree based upon performance and CEOs in future 

oriented cultures may therefore expect higher rewards for their work due to the high financial 

performance they deliver. The high variable compensation in relation to fixed compensation 

may also explain why the total compensation in future oriented societies is higher.  

The significant positive (p < 0.01) relation between the ratio of variable compensation to total 

CEO compensation and future orientation is contradictory to hypothesis 7, where we expected 

a negative relation. The result from the regression analysis indicates that a culture, in which 

the degree of future orientation is high, does not have a preference for fixed compensations.  

Future orientation relates to having a plan for the future (Ashkanasy, et al., 2004). Having a 

plan reduces uncertainty about what the future will bring (Ashkanasy et al, 2004). Thus, one 

might expect individuals in such cultures to be more uncertainty avoiding and reluctant to 

receive large portions of variable compensation as part of their compensation package. As we 

argued in our hypothesis, one may therefore expect a negative relation between the proportion 

of variable compensation to total CEO compensation and future orientation. On the other 

hand, having a plan means that one is prepared, and being prepared for the future may 

indicate that one feels confident about handling the future. A CEO may therefore, by having a 

clear future strategy and due to his/her belief in the strategy, be willing to have a higher 

potential variable income based on his/her performance. The future oriented CEO may 

therefore see the future opportunities of the company and be more secure in handling 

upcoming problems than a non-future oriented CEO. Since the future oriented CEO may see 

more potential and feel less uncertainty in the future than a non-future oriented CEO, it is 

possible that he/she therefore prefer a higher variable compensation due to the potential 

higher salary a variable compensation may bring. The high variable compensation is in this 

case not the result of low level uncertainty avoidance but on the contrary result of the fact that 

future uncertainty has been reduced.  
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5.5 Power distance 

The regression analysis shows a significant negative (p < 0.001) relation between total CEO 

compensation and power distance. This result is in line with hypothesis 8 but contradictory to 

hypothesis 9. The result shows that power distance affects total CEO compensation 

negatively.  

The argumentation regarding a positive relationship between power distance and total CEO 

compensation as Greckhamer & Tosi (2004) suggested turned out to be false. It may be the 

case that some CEOs in high power distant cultures have higher salaries compared to other 

cultures. On the other hand, it seems that total CEO compensation in high power distance 

cultures in general is affected negatively by an increased power distance.  

Since individuals in high power distance cultures do not expect to climb in class (Carl et al., 

2004) it is also possible to argue that the personal drive for increasing salaries may not be as 

high in those cultures as in low power distance ones. In contrast, individuals in low power 

distance cultures expect and have the ambition to climb in both class and work positions (Carl 

et al., 2004). We therefore argue that individuals in such cultures expect and seek the 

opportunity to change position and job frequently. This will, according to research, lead to an 

increased salary (Kosteas, 2008; McCue, 1992; Lazear & Rosen, 1981). This further 

strengthens the regression results of a negative relationship between power distance and total 

CEO compensation. 

 

5.6 Limitations  

Some caveats should be pointed out. We included a small set of theoretically important 

control variables; marginal tax rates and number of employees. Multinational companies have 

as far as we know not been used as a predictor of CEO compensation in previous research. 

We included the variable to examine potential differences in compensation practices between 

multinational corporations and national firms. The CEO compensation research is complex, 

and there are several factors affecting compensation. More control variables could have been 

included, but were not due to time constraints. On the other hand, we have controlled for the 

most important factors which previous research has demonstrated to affect CEO 

compensation. Tosi & Greckhamer (2004) did not control for company size, which we see as 
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a major limitation to their study. We were on the other hand not able to control for corporate 

governance factors, but such factors are theoretically shown not to be as important as the ones 

included in our study. 

In contrast to our study, Tosi & Greckhamer (2004) examined the years from 1997-2001 

which of course could provide you with the advantage of smoothing out possible year specific 

parameters, such as cyclical fluctuations and speculative bubbles. In the case of Tosi & 

Greckhamer (2004) they did not benefit from this advantage due to the “I.T. bubble” which 

lasted from 1995 till 2000 (Koller, 2010). We therefore considered our study to provide more 

reliable results in comparison, even though we only examined 1 year. 
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6. CONCLUSION 

Contradictory to our hypothesis we found a negative relation between performance 

orientation and total CEO compensation. This may be explained by high performance 

oriented societies having a more even income distribution, hence lower CEO compensations. 

Performance orientation does not always equal performance being delivered. This could have 

affected the regression analysis, giving us a non-significant relationship between performance 

orientation and the proportion of variable compensation to total CEO compensation 

Secondly, as expected we found a negative relationship between the proportion of variable 

compensation to total CEO compensation and uncertainty avoidance. This indicates that 

uncertainty avoidance have a significant effect on CEO compensations practices, especially as 

regards variable compensation which is favored in low uncertainty avoiding cultures.  

As hypothesized we found a significant negative relationship between institutional 

collectivism and both total CEO compensation and the proportion of variable compensation to 

total CEO compensation. With a higher degree of institutional collectivism the total CEO 

compensation will decrease. This since institutional collectivistic cultures rather focuses on 

intrinsic rewards and an equal income distribution, than on individual wage increases.  

Concerning future orientation we found a contradictory result compared to our hypothesis. 

We found a positive relation between the ratio of variable compensation to total CEO 

compensation and future orientation. This relation may be explained by the fact that future 

oriented CEOs prepare for the future to such a degree that they feel confident in the future 

events, thus a higher variable compensation causes no ambiguity.  

Finally we found power distance to affect total CEO compensation negatively. This supported 

our hypothesis, but was contradictory to the result of Tosi & Greckhamer (2004). Individuals 

in low power distance cultures expect promotions to a larger degree than in high power 

distance cultures. Since changing positions and attaining promotions affects compensation 

positively, it is possible that CEOs in low power distance cultures earn relatively more due to 

the competiveness in the labor market. One must remember that CEOs also compete with 

each other regarding positions.  

A general conclusion is that culture does affect CEO compensation. This topic should 

therefore be subject to further research. 
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6.1  Recommendation for future research 

We recommend future research to be focused on investigating the relationship between all 

nine cultural dimensions from the GLOBE study (House et. al, 2004) and CEO 

compensations, since four of those were not included in this study (Appendix 2). A study on 

culture and CEO compensations in other parts of the world than Europe and North America 

would also be interesting. The Asian market has for example been growing rapidly during the 

past decades. Thus it is possible that the culture of Asian countries has progressed and it 

would therefore be interesting to see if this potential change also has affected CEO 

compensation practices. The empirical investigation of more complex models with added 

independent and control variables has to be left out for future research.  

Research focusing on differences between national corporations and multinational 

corporations in regard of the relationship between culture and CEO compensation would also 

be interesting. It is possible that multinational corporations are affected by the culture of the 

headquarters rather than by the national culture in which a certain subsidiary operates.  

Another recommendation for future research could be to investigate whether or not the 

nationality of the CEO influences CEO compensation. Although not commonly used as a 

predictor of CEO compensation by researchers in the subject, there might be a possibility that 

it affects CEO compensation. An approach where you examine differences in CEO 

compensation between national CEOs and foreign CEOs would be interesting from a more 

firm cultural point of view.  
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APPENDIX 

Appendix 1: Annual reports 

Canada     

 

Company   Type of report  Year 

Ace Aviation   Annual report  2005 

Ace Aviation   Proxy Statement 2005 

Agrium   Annual report  2005 

Agrium   Proxy Statement 2005 

Alimentation Couche-Tard  Annual report  2005 

Alimentation Couche-Tard  Proxy Statement 2005 

Bank of Montreal  Annual report  2005 

Bank of Montreal  Proxy Statement 2005 

Canadian Pacific Railway  Annual report  2005 

Canadian Pacific Railway  Proxy Statement 2005  

Canadian Tire   Annual report  2005 

Canadian Tire   Proxy Statement 2005 

Enbridge   Annual report  2005 

Enbridge   Proxy Statement 2005 

EnCana   Annual report  2005 

EnCana   Proxy Statement 2005 

George Weston   Annual report  2005 

George Weston   Proxy Statement 2005 

Husky Energy   Annual report  2005 

Husky Energy   Proxy Statement 2005 

Imperial Oil   Annual report  2005  

Imperial Oil   Proxy Statement 2005 

Manulife Financial  Annual report  2005 

Manulife Financial  Proxy Statement 2005 

Maple Leaf Foods  Annual report  2005 

Maple Leaf Foods  Proxy Statement 2005 

Metro   Annual report  2005 

Metro   Proxy Statement 2005 

Nexen   Annual report  2005 

Nexen   Proxy Statement 2005 

NOVA Chemicals  Annual report  2005 

NOVA Chemicals  Proxy Statement 2005 

Onex   Annual report  2005 

Onex   Proxy Statement 2005 

Potash Corp. of Saskatchewan  Annual report  2005 

Potash Corp. of Saskatchewan  Proxy Statement 2005 

Power Corporation of Canada  Annual report  2005 

Power Corporation of Canada  Proxy Statement 2005 

Rogers Communications  Annual report  2005 

Rogers Communications  Proxy Statement 2005 

Royal Bank of Canada  Annual report  2005 

Royal Bank of Canada  Proxy Statement 2005 

SNC-Lavalin Group  Annual report  2005 

SNC-Lavalin Group  Proxy Statement 2005 

Sun Life Financial  Annual report  2005 

Sun Life Financial  Proxy Statement 2005 

Suncor Energy   Annual report  2005 

Suncor Energy   Proxy Statement 2005 

Talisman Energy  Annual report  2005 

Talisman Energy  Proxy Statement 2005 

Telus   Annual report  2005 
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Company   Type of report  Year 

Telus   Proxy Statement 2005 

The Toronto-Dominion Bank  Annual report  2005 

The Toronto-Dominion Bank  Proxy Statement 2005 

The Bank of Nova Scotia  Annual report  2005 

The Bank of Nova Scotia  Proxy Statement 2005 

TransCanada   Annual report  2005 

TransCanada   Proxy Statement 2005 

Viterra   Annual report  2005 

Viterra   Proxy Statement 2005 

 

France    

 

Alcatel-lucent   Annual report  2005 

Anovo   Annual report   2005 

Atos Origin   Annual report   2005 

Bourbon Group   Annual report   2005 

Bouygues    Annual report  2005 

Christian Dior   Annual report  2005 

Ciments Francais  Annual report   2005  

CNP Assurances   Annual report   2005  

Compagnie de Saint-Gobain  Annual report  2005  

Electricite de France  Annual report   2005 

Eramet   Annual report   2005  

Eurazeo   Annual report   2005 

Imerys   Annual report   2005 

Ipsos    Annual report  2005  

L'oreal   Annual report   2005 

Manitou   Annual report   2005 

Manitou   Annual report   2006 

Natixis   Annual report   2005  

Neopost   Annual report   2005 

Schneider Electric   Annual report   2005 

Societe Air France  Annual report   2005 

Societe Air France  Annual report   2006 

Sopra    Annual report   2005 

Sperian Protection  Annual report   2005 

Sperian Protection  Annual report   2006 

Steria    Annual report   2005 

Synergie   Annual report  2005 

Technip   Annual report   2005 

Television Francaise 1  Annual report  2005 

Total   Annual report   2005  

Unibail-Rodamco  Annual report   2005 

Veolia   Annual report   2005 

Vinci   Annual report   2005 

 

Germany 

 

Adidas    Annual report  2005 

Bayer    Annual report   2005 

Bayer Schering Pharma   Annual report  2005 

Bilfinger & Berger   Annual report   2005 

Comdirect Bank   Annual report   2005  

Continental    Annual report   2005 

Deutsche Boerse Frankfurt Am Main  Annual report  2005 

Deutsche Lufthansa   Annual report   2005  

Deutsche Postbank   Annual report   2005 

Deutsche Telecom   Annual report   2005 

Dis Deutscher Industrie Service   Annual report  2005 
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Company   Type of report  Year 

Deutsche Telecom   Annual report   2005 

Dis Deutscher Industrie Service   Annual report  2005 

Douglas Holding   Annual report  2005 

Douglas Holding   Annual report   2006  

E.ON    Annual report   2005 

Epcos    Annual report   2005 

Fraport Frankfurt Airport   Annual report  2005 

Freenet.de     Annual report  2005  

GEA Group    Annual report   2005  

Gfk    Annual report   2005 

Gildemeister    Annual report  2005 

Heidelberger Druckmaschinen   Annual report   2005 

Hochtief    Annual report  2005 

Landwirtschaftliche Rentenbank  Annual report  2005 

Nordzucker    Annual report  2005 

RWE    Annual report  2005 

Salzgitter    Annual report  2005 

Siemens    Annual report  2005 

Software    Annual report   2005 

Stada Arzneimittel   Annual report  2005 

Syskoplan     Annual report  2005 

T-Online International   Annual report  2005 

 

Netherlands 

 

ABN AMRO Holding  Annual report   2005  

Akzo Nobel   Annual report  2005 

Arcadis    Annual report  2005 

Asml Holding    Annual report  2005  

BE Semiconductor Industries  Annual report  2005 

CNH Global    Annual report  2005 

Corporate Express   Annual report  2005 

Crucell    Annual report  2005 

Csm    Annual report  2005 

Euronext    Annual report  2005 

Getronics    Annual report  2005 

Hagemeyer    Annual report  2005  

Hagemeyer    Annual report  2006 

Heineken    Annual report  2005 

ING Groep    Annual report  2005 

James Hardie Industries   Annual report  2005  

Koninklijke Kpn   Annual report  2005 

Koninklijke Kpn   Annual report  2006 

Lycos Europe    Annual report  2005 

Lycos Europe    Annual report  2006 

Bank Nederlandse Gemeenten  Annual report  2005 

Nutreco Holding    Annual report  2005 

Oce   Annual report  2005 

OPG Groep    Annual report  2005 

Provimi    Annual report  2005 

Provimi   Annual report  2006 

Royal DSM    Annual report  2005 

Royal Vopak    Annual report  2005 

Sligro Food Group   Annual report  2005 

Stork    Annual report   2005 

Tele Atlas    Annual report  2005 

TNT   Annual report  2005 

Van der Moolen Holding  Annual report   2005 

Wolters Kluwer   Annual report  2005 
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Ireland 

 

Company   Type of report  Year 

Allied Irish Banks  Annual report  2005  

An Post   Annual report  2005 

Anglo Irish Bank  Annual report  2005 

Bank of Ireland   Annual report   2006 

Bord Gais   Annual report   2005 

Bus Atha Cliath   Annual report   2005 

C&C Group   Annual report   2006 

Cement-Roadstone Holdings  Annual report   2005 

DCC   Annual report   2006 

Eircom Group   Annual report  2006 

Elan   Annual report   2005 

ESB Group   Annual report   2005 

Experian   Annual report   2005 

FBD Holdings   Annual report  2005 

Fyffes   Annual report   2005 

Glanbia   Annual report   2005 

Grafton Group   Annual report   2005 

Greencore Group  Annual report   2005 

IAWS Group   Annual report   2005 

Independent News & Media  Annual report   2005 

Irish Continental Group  Annual report   2005 

Irish Life and Permanent  Annual report   2005 

Kerry Group   Annual report   2005 

Kingspan Group  Annual report   2005 

McInerney Holdings  Annual report   2005 

Paddy Power   Annual report   2005 

Ryanair   Annual report   2006 

Ulster   Annual report   2005 

Viridian Group   Annual report  2005 

WPP Group   Annual report   2005 

 

Sweden 

 

Assa Abloy   Annual report  2005 

Atlas Copco    Annual report  2005 

Axfood    Annual report   2005 

Bergman & Beving (B&B) Tools Annual report  2005 

Bilia    Annual report  2005 

Boliden    Annual report  2005 

Electrolux    Annual report  2005 

Eniro    Annual report  2005 

Fortum Generation   Annual report  2005 

Gambro    Annual report  2005 

Getinge    Annual report  2005 

Industriforvaltnings Kinnevik   Annual report   2005 

JM    Annual report  2005 

LM Ericsson Telephone   Annual report   2005 

Meda    Annual report   2005 

Modern Times Group  Annual report  2005 

Modern Times Group   Annual report  2006 

Peab    Annual report  2005 

Preem Petroleum  Annual report  2005 

Preem Petroleum  Annual report  2006 

Ratos    Annual report  2005 

Saab    Annual report  2005 

Saab   Annual report  2006 

Sandvik    Annual report  2005 
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Company   Type of report  Year 

SAS    Annual report  2005 

Scania    Annual report  2005 

Skanska    Annual report  2005 

SKF    Annual report  2005 

SKF    Annual report  2006 

Swedish Match    Annual report  2005 

Tele2    Annual report  2005 

TeliaSonera    Annual report  2005 

Trelleborg    Annual report  2005 

Volvo Group    Annual report  2005 

 

United Kingdom 

 

Alliance & Leicester  Annual report  2005 

Alliance Unichem   Annual report  2005 

Anglo American   Annual report  2005 

Arriva    Annual report  2005 

Associated British Foods   Annual report  2005 

Astra Zeneca    Annual report  2005 

Aviva    Annual report  2005 

Barclays Bank    Annual report  2005 

BG Group    Annual report  2005 

Bradford & Bingley   Annual report  2005 

British American Tobacco   Annual report  2005 

British Sky Broadcasting Group  Annual report  2005  

Cable & Wireless   Annual report  2005 

Centrica    Annual report  2005 

FirstGroup    Annual report  2005 

FirstGroup    Annual report  2006 

Hilton Group    Annual report  2005 

HSBC Bank    Annual report  2005 

J. Sainsbury    Annual report  2005 

J. Sainsbury    Annual report  2006 

MyTravel Group   Annual report  2005 

Pearsons    Annual report  2005 

Rexam    Annual report  2005  

Rolls Royce    Annual report  2005 

Sab Miller    Annual report  2005 

Sommerfield    Annual report  2005 

Standard Chartered   Annual report  2005 

Tesco    Annual report  2005 

Tesco    Annual report  2006 

Tomkins    Annual report  2005 

Unilever    Annual report  2005 

Verdanta   Annual report  2005 

Verdanta   Annual report   2006 

Wolseley    Annual report  2005 

 

United States 

 

AIG   Annual report  2005 

AIG   Proxy Statement 2005 

American Express  Annual report  2005 

American Express  Proxy Statement 2005 

AmerisourceBergen  Annual report  2005 

AmerisourceBergen  Proxy Statement 2005 

AT&T   Annual report  2005 

AT&T   Proxy Statement 2005 

Bank of America  Annual report  2005 
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Company   Type of report  Year 

Bank of America  Proxy Statement 2005 

Best Buy    Annual report  2005 

Best Buy   Proxy Statement 2005 

Boeing   Annual report  2005 

Boeing   Proxy Statement 2005 

Bunge   Annual report  2005 

Bunge   Proxy Statement 2005 

Cardinal Health   Annual report  2005 

Cardinal Health   Proxy Statement 2005 

Caterpillar   Annual report  2005 

Caterpillar   Proxy Statement 2005 

Chevron   Annual report  2005 

Chevron   Proxy Statement 2005 

Citygroup   Annual report  2005 

Citygroup   Proxy Statement 2005 

Conocophillips   Annual report  2005 

Conocophillips   Proxy Statement 2005 

CVS Caremark   Annual report  2005 

CVS Caremark   Proxy Statement 2005 

Dell   Annual report  2005 

Dell   Proxy Statement 2005 

ExxonMobil   Annual report  2005 

ExxonMobil   Proxy Statement 2005 

FedEx   Annual report  2005 

FedEx   Proxy Statement 2005 

Hewlett-Packard  Annual report  2005 

Hewlett-Packard  Proxy Statement 2005 

Home Depot   Annual report  2005 

Home Depot   Proxy Statement 2005 

IBM   Annual report  2005 

IBM   Proxy Statement 2005 

Intel   Annual report  2005 

Intel   Proxy Statement 2005 

J. P. Morgan   Annual report  2005 

J. P. Morgan   Proxy Statement 2005 

Johnson & Johnson  Annual report   2005 

Johnson & Johnson  Proxy Statement 2005 

Microsoft   Annual report   2005 

Microsoft   Proxy Statement 2005 

Morgan Stanley   Annual report  2005 

Morgan Stanley   Proxy Statement 2005 

Pepsi   Annual report  2005 

Pepsi   Proxy Statement 2005 

Procter & Gamble  Annual report  2005 

Procter & Gamble  Proxy Statement 2005 

Time Warner   Annual report  2005 

Time Warner   Proxy Statement 2005 

Wal Mart Stores  Annual report  2005 

Wal Mart Stores  Proxy Statement 2005 

Walt Disney   Annual report  2005 

Walt Disney   Proxy Statement 2005 
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Appendix 2: Correlation and regression results of the cultural dimensions 

not used in the study 
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Appendix 3: Cultural scores for six European and two North-American 

countries 

 

 


